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NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR AERONAUTICS 
RESEARCH MEMORANDUM 


ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTS WITH FLAT-TOP WING-BODY 


COMBINATIONS AT HIGH SUPERSONIC SPEEDS 

By Clarence A. Syvertson, Thomas J. Wong, 
and Hermilo R. Gloria 


SUMMARY 


An experimental study is made of the effects of several variations 
in configuration geometry on the aerodynamic characteristics of flat- 
top wing-body combinations. In general, these configurations consist of 
one half of a body of revolution mounted beneath a wing of essentially 
arrow plan form. At the root, the wing leading edge coincides with the 
nose of the fuselage and the trailing edge coincides with the fuselage 
base. Variations in model geometry studied include wing trailing-edge 
sweep, the addition of auxiliary bodies, downward deflection of wing 
tips to simulate vertical fins, wing dihedral, wing leading-edge sweep, 
fuselage fineness ratio, and fuselage profile shape. Lift, drag, and 
pitching-moment characteristics were obtained at Mach numbers from 3*00 
to 6.28 and angles of attack up to 4°. 



Many of the configurations tested were found to be relatively 
efficient. For example, at Mach numbers from 3 to 60 percent of the 
maximum lift -drag ratios measured were greater than 6. The highest 
maximum lift-drag ratios measured were 7*2 at M = 3-00 and M = 4.24, 6.6 
at M = 5.05, and 5*3 at M = 6.28, although these values were not all 
obtained with the same configuration. 


INTRODUCTION 



Several studies have been made recently to develop configurations 
which will be aerodynamically efficient at supersonic speeds (e.g., 
refs. 1 to 4). In general, these studies employed theoretical arguments 
in the selection of various configuration arrangements. In reference 1, 
this problem of designing aircraft which develop high lift -drag ratios was 
attacked for high supersonic speeds using an elementary principle that the 
components of the aircraft should be arranged to impart the maximum down- 
ward and minimum forward momentum to the surrounding air. This principle 
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in conjunction with other practical considerations of hypersonic flight 
led to the study of configurations consisting of a fuselage situated 
entirely beneath a wing of essentially arrow plan form. The wing 
leading edge at the root coincided with the nose of the fuselage and the 
trailing edge coincided with the fuselage base. Wing tips were deflected 
downward on some models, thereby simulating vertical fins. 

It was estimated in reference 1 that sensibly complete aircraft of 
this flat-top design would develop lift-drag ratios in excess of 6 at a 
Mach number of 5 . These estimates were, in the main, confirmed by 
preliminary experimental results and a maximum lift-drag ratio of 6.6 at 
a Mach number of 5 was obtained. By way of comparison, this value was 
15 percent higher than the lift -drag ratio obtained for an entirely 
comparable symmetric model. 

The investigation made in reference 1 was, however, of rather 
limited scope. The only configuration shape variables studied were wing 
plan form and wing -tip -flap deflection. The experimental investigation 
begun in reference 1 has been extended to cover several additional shape 
variables including fuselage fineness ratio, fuselage profile shape, wing 
leading-edge sweep, and the addition of auxiliary bodies. Additional 
investigations of wing plan form and tip-flap deflection have also been 
made. The effects of these variables on the aerodynamic characteristics 
of flat-top configurations have been determined at Mach numbers from 
3.00 to 6.28. The results of these studies are the subject of the 
present report. 


NOTATION 


Cp drag coefficient, 


Cm 

Cn 

D 

L 

l 


D 

qS 


Cp lift coefficient, — 

qS 


. , , . , moment about fuselage vertex 

pitching-moment coefficient, ~ 

n . , normal force 

normal-force coefficient, — 


qS 


drag , lb 
lift, lb 

fuselage length, in. 


M Mach number 
q dynamic pressure, Ib/sq in. 
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r fuselage radial ordinate, in. 

R Reynolds number based on fuselage length 

S total plan area of model (with tip flaps undeflected), sq in. 

x longitudinal station measured from fuselage vertex, in. 

y lateral ordinate of -wing measured from configuration center line, in. 
a angle of attack, measured to bottom surface of wing, deg 
&c semi vertex angle of conical fuselages, deg 

T dihedral angle, deg 

A sweep angle, deg 

0 p tip-flap deflection angle, deg 

Subscripts 

b fuselage base 

max maximum 


EXPERIMENT 
Apparatus and Tests 


Tests were conducted in the Ames 10- by l4- inch supersonic wind 
tunnel at Mach numbers of 3 . 00, h.2h, 5*05? and 6.28. A detailed 
description of this wind tunnel and its aerodynamic characteristics may 
be found in reference 5* Lift, drag, and pitching moment were measured 
with a three-component strain-gage balance. The balance system measured 
forces parallel and normal to the balance axis and these forces were, in 
turn, resolved to give lift and drag. Pitching moments were measured 
about the body base, and then, through the use of normal force, trans- 
ferred to give pitching moments about the body nose. Tests were conducted 
at angles of attack from - 1 ° to +4° by rotation of the model balance 
assembly. All models were sting-supported from the rear where the 
balance was located. The support was shrouded from the air stream to 
within about O.Ok inch of the model base, thereby eliminating, for all 
practical purposes, aerodynamic loads on the sting.. 
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Pressures on the base of the fuselages were measured in all tests 
and the lift and drag components of the resultant base force (referred 
to free-stream static pressure) were subtracted from measured total 
lift and drag forces. The contribution of the base force to pitching 
moments was negligible. 


Wind-tunnel calibration data (see, ref. 5) ^ere employed in com- 
bination with measured stagnation pressures to obtain the stream static 
and dynamic pressures of the tests. Reynolds numbers (based on body 
length) which varied slightly due to variations in model size, were 

Reynolds number, 

Mach number million 


3-00 

4.24 

5.05 

6.28 


4.9 to 5-4 
4.4 to 4.8 
2.1 to 2.4 
0.9 to 1.1 


Individual values for each model are presented with the respective data. 


Models 


The flat -top wing -body combinations tested in the present inves- 
tigation are shown in figure 1. Pertinent geometric properties of the 
models, such as plan area, aspect ratio, and fuselage volume, are given 
in table I. 

For model 1, figure l(a), the fuselage was formed from a cone having 
a semivertex angle of 5° cut 1° above the axis. The wing had simple 
triangular plan form with 77-4° of leading-edge sweep. The models employ- 
ing plan forms A and D in reference 1 together with model 1 form a series 
in which the trailing-edge sweep of the wing was progressively decreased 
so that ratios of total streamwise length of the wing to fuselage length 
were 1.4, 1.2, and 1.0, respectively * 

Model 2, figure l(b), had the same fuselage as model 1. The wing 
had arrow plan form and 75° of leading-edge sweep. This model was also 
tested with two auxiliary bodies in the form of pods mounted beneath the 
wing (see dashed lines in fig. 1(b)). Each pod was one half of a cone 
with a semivertex angle of 5°- The bases of the pods were cut off to 
match the wing trailing edge. The combined volume of the two pods was 
23 percent of the volume of the fuselage. The center lines of the pods 
were alined with the free stream and 1.250 inches outboard of the fuse- 
lage center line. 
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For model figure l(c), the fuselage was one half of a cone with 
a semi vertex angle of 7. 5°. The wing had 75.88° of leading-edge sweep 
and a modified arrow plan form. Tip flaps were formed by deflecting down- 
ward the outboard portions of the wing along streamwi.se binge lines. The 
hinge line was located 1.250 inches (i.e., about 53-4 percent of the wing 
semispan) outboard of the configuration center line. Flap deflections of 
0°. 150, 30°, 45°, 60°, and 75° were tested. In addition, model 3 was 
tested with -5° dihedral. The model fuselage was modified so that in 
cross section it appeared as a circular sector of 170° included angle. 

The wing was bent along its center line and mated to the wedge-shaped 
upper surface of the fuselage. 

For model 4, figure l(d), the fuselage was one half of a fineness- 
ratio-5 cone, semi vertex angle of 5-71°- The wing had arrow plan form 
with 80° of leading-edge sweep. Models 5 and 6, figures l(e) and l(f), 
were similar , the primary difference being the leading-edge sweep, which 
was JJ.h° and 75° ? respectively. 

The fuselages of models J through 10 , figures l(g) through l(j), 
were one half of fineness-ratio-5 bodies of revolution. For model 7, 
the body was a circular-arc tangent ogive; for models 8 and 9, the bodies 
were defined by r = r b (x/z) n where n = 3/4 for model 8 and n = l/2 
for model 9- (The conical fuselage of model 5 may be defined in a 
similar manner by setting n = 1.) For model 10 , the body was that 
which, according to impact theory, had minimum drag for the conditions 
of given length and volume (see, ref. 6). It may also be noted that the 
3/4-power body employed for model 8 closely approximates the minimum- 
drag body for given fineness ratio (see, ref. 6). 

The wing plan forms for models 7 through 10 were selected in the 
following manner. A shadowgraph picture was taken of the shock wave 
created by the corresponding complete body of revolution at M = 5*05 
and a = 0°. As recommended in reference 1, the leading edge of the wing 
was designed to coincide with this shock wave. The trailing edge was 
formed by a straight line swept back from the base of the fuselage and 
intersecting the leading edge so that the total streamwise length of the 
wing was 1.4 body lengths. The coordinates of the fuselages and wings of 
models 7 through 10 are given in table II. 




The leading edges of all model wings were blunt and 0.004 inch thick. 
All wings had a maximum thickness of 0.125 inch at the center line and 
the base of the fuselage. All wing sections were essentially simple 
wedges slightly less than 2 percent thick in streamwise planes. With the 
exception of model 1, the total streamwise length of all model wings was 
1.4 times the body length. Models 3? 5> 1> 8, 9; and 10 were designed 
so that the leading edge of the wings coincided with the shock wave 
created by the fuselage at M = 5-05 and. a = 0°. 
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Accuracy of Test Results 


In the region of the test models, stream Mach numbers did not vary 
by more than ±0.02 at Mach numbers of 3*00, 4.24, and 5-05* A maximum 
variation of ±0.04 existed at the peak test Mach number of 6.28. Uncer- 
tainties in the angle of attack due to irregularities in the wind-tunnel 
air stream and to inaccuracies in the determination of the model support 
deflections are estimated to be ±0.1°. 

The accuracy of the test results is affected by uncertainties in the 
measurement of forces and moments, and in the determination of angle of 
attack and stream static and dynamic pressures. These uncertainties led 
to estimated uncertainties in the various force and moment coefficients 
and lift-drag ratios as shown in the following table: 


M 

cl 

c D 

Cm 

l/d 

3-00 

±0.001 

±0.0002 

±0.001 

± 0.2 

4.24 

±.001 

±.0002 

±.001 

±.2 

5-05 

±.001 

±.0002 

±.001 

+ .2 

6-28 

+ .002 

± . ooo4 

±.002 

±•3 


It should be noted that, for the most part, the experimental results 
presented herein are in error by less than these estimates. 


RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 


All of the experimental results obtained in the present investigation 
are given in table III. Lift coefficients, drag coefficients (which do 
not include fuselage base drag), lift-drag ratios, pitching -moment 
coefficients, and normal-force coefficients are given for the various 
test Mach numbers, Reynolds numbers, and angles of attack. It should 
also be noted that in the following discussion each group of test results 
will be considered in terms of one independent shape variable. It should 
not be inferred, however, that all other geometric properties are constant. 
For example, changes in wing leading- or trailing -edge sweep also produce 
changes in plan area or aspect ratio. This interdependence of the various 
geometric properties of the models must be kept in mind when the test 
results are interpreted. 



NACA EM A56I11 




• • • 

• • 


• •• •• • ••• • • •• •• 


i ■ i wmmmr %• • 

jm • . • « 4 » • • •• mmr " • • • ••• •• 


Effect of Trailing-Edge Sweep 


As previously noted , two of the models tested in reference 1 in 
combination with model 1 of the present investigation form a series in 
which the wing trailing-edge sweep was progressively decreased. The 
trailing-edge sweep was selected so that for the model employing plan 
form A in reference 1, the ratio of total streamwise length of the wing 
to body length was 1.4. For the model employing plan form D in reference 
1, the ratio was 1.2, and for model 1 of the present investigation it was 
1.0. The corresponding trailing-edge sweep angles were 60-57°? 47-89°, 
and 0°, respectively. At the four test Mach numbers of 3-00, 4.24, 5*05? 
and 6 . 28 , the beginning of the expansion fan emanating from the fuselage 
base corresponds to sweep angles of approximately 65 ° , 71 °> 73°, and 75°, 
respectively. For each of the three configurations, therefore, the trail- 
ing edge was always ahead of the expansion fan at all test Mach numbers. 

The aerodynamic characteristics of the three models at M = 5-05 are 
compared in figure 2. Perhaps the most significant result of the com- 
parison is that the model with plan form A (ratio of wing to body length 
of 1.4) has the highest maximum lift-drag ratio. The maximum lift-drag 
ratios of the other two models are essentially the same and about 10 
percent below that of plan form A. The differences in lift-drag ratio 
are primarily due to differences in drag coefficients. Plan form A, which 
has the largest wing area, correspondingly has the lowest drag coefficients. 
As shown in figure 3> the model with plan form A also has the highest 
(l/d)xpbx at other test Mach numbers except 6.28, where there is little 
difference between the three models . In view of the results shown in 
figures 2 and 3 , all other models tested in the present investigation 
were constructed with a ratio of wing to body length of 1.4. 


Effect of the Addition of Auxiliary Bodies 


Model 2 has been tested with and without auxiliary bodies in the form 
of half -cone pods mounted beneath the wing. The effect of the pods on the 
aerodynamic characteristics of model 2 is illustrated in figure 4 for 
M = 5*05. The placement of the pods beneath the wing serves to augment 
the lift of the configuration; however, the increase in drag more than 
compensates so that lift-drag ratios are decreased by the addition of the 
pods. Base pressures on the pods were measured, and from these measure- 
ments the base drag of the pods was determined. Drag coefficients and 
lift -drag ratios were then computed with the base drag of the pods sub- 
tracted from the measured drag. These results are also shown in figure 4. 
While removal of the pod base drag results, of course, in higher lift- 
drag ratios, the model with pods is still less efficient t han the model 
without pods (fig. 4(d)). As shown in figure similar results were 
also obtained at other test Mach numbers. The difference in (l/d) ^^ 
between the model without pods and the model with pods is always less 
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than 10 percent if the pod base drag is removed. Under some circumstances, 
this difference may be a relatively small penalty for the addition of the 
pods, which, for example, might house auxiliary rocket motors. 


Effect of Tip-Flap Deflection 


In reference 1, two models were tested with tip flaps formed by 
deflecting downward the outboard portions of the wing along streamwise 
hinge lines. The function of these flaps was, first, to deflect down- 
ward the sidewash of the body and thereby increase lift, and second, to 
provide surfaces for directional stability. It was found that deflection 
of the flaps increased the lift of the configurations at zero angle of 
attack but reduced lift-curve slope. The result was a net reduction in 
(L/D)max* The effectiveness of the flaps could be increased, it was 
reasoned, by increasing the sidewash over the hinge line. This possi- 
bility had been studied with model 3 of the present investigation. This 
model has a fuselage semi vertex angle of 7-5° compared to 5° for the 
models of reference 1. The model was tested with flap deflections up to 
75°, and some of the results are presented in figure 6. Characteristics 
of the model with flap deflections of 0°, 30 ° 7 and 60 °, are shown for 
M = 5*05. For = 30°, the loss in lift-curve slope is small, and the 
lift increment given by the flaps is such that the maximum lift-drag 
ratio is increased over that for = 0°. For = 60°, however, the 
loss in lift-curve slope is such that the maximum lift-drag ratio is 
reduced. Maximum lift -drag ratios obtained for other flap deflections 
and Mach numbers are shown in figure 7* It is apparent that some 
increase in (L/D) max was obtained with flap deflection at all test 
Mach numbers. Furthermore, the flap deflection for highest (L/D) max 
tends to increase somewhat with increasing test Mach number. 


Effect of Dihedral 


As previously noted, model 3 was also tested with -5° dihedral. The 
model was modified by removing 5° from the cross section on both sides of 
the top of the fuselage. In cross section, therefore, the fuselage 
appeared as a circular sector of 170° included angle and, thus, the 
frontal area and volume of the fuselage were reduced by some 5-6 percent. 
Correspondingly, the wing was deflected downward 5° on either side from 
the center line. The characteristics of the model with F = 0° and 
T = -5° are compared at M = 5-05 in figure 8. The primary effect of the 
use of -5° dihedral is a reduction in drag associated with the reduction 
in frontal area of the fuselage (fig. 8(b)). The corresponding increase 
in (L/D) max is about 4 percent (fig. 8(d)). 
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Effect of Leading-Edge Sweep 


To determine the effects of variations in wing leading-edge sweep , 
models 4, 5> and '6 have been tested. The fuselage for each model was 
one half of a fineness -ratio-5 cone (semi vertex angle , 5 . 71°). The 
leading-edge sweep angles were 80°, 77 .4°, and 75° ^ respectively. With 
these angles , the wing leading edge is designed to lie behind the body 
shock wave at M = 5*05 for model 4, coincide with the shock wave for 
model 5, and lie ahead of the shock vave for model 6. The characteristics 
of the three models are compared in figure 9 for M = 5 . 05. The changes 
in leading-edge sweep had some effect on the lift curves (fig. 9 (a)) in 
that the lift coefficient at a ~ 0 ° increased and the lift-curve slope 
decreased with increasing sweep. Near (l/D)^^ (a « 3°), however, these 
effects were more or less compensating since all three models gave nearly 
the same lift coefficient. Drag coefficients tend to increase with 
increasing sweep apparently because the wing area decreased with increas- 
ing sweep while the actual drag of the fuselage remained essentially 
unchanged. Primarily because of this difference in drag coefficients, 
model 6 with the lowest leading-edge sweep gave the highest (l/d)^^ 

(fig. 9(d)). Model 6 tends to maintain this advantage over the range of 
test Mach numbers as shown in figure 10(a). These results, which were 
obtained with a fuselage semi vertex angle of 5 « 7 -L°, tend to indicate 
that lift-drag ratios always increase with decreasing leading-edge sweep. 
Actually this is not the case. For example, the model employing plan 
form A in reference 1 and model 2 of the present investigation can be 
used to demonstrate the effect of leading-edge sweep on configurations 
with a fuselage semi vertex angle of 5 °. For the model from reference 
1 , the leading-edge sweep was 77-4°, the same as model 5 j and for model 2 , 
it was 75° j the same as model 6 . Maximum lift-drag ratios obtained with 
the two models having 5 ° fuselage semi vertex angles are compared in 
figure 10(b) # In this case it is seen that decreasing leading-edge sweep 
increases lift-drag ratios only at M = 3.00. At M = 4.24, it has little 
effect, and at M = 5-05 and M = 6.28, lift-drag ratios are reduced. It 
would appear, therefore that the effects of leading- edge sweep on m ax imum 
lift -drag ratio may also depend on other factors such as the fuselage 
shape . 

It is apparent in figure 10 that for both fuselages, leading-edge 
sweep has its most pronounced effect on (l/D)^^ at the lowest test 
Mach number of 3«00. Both models with A = 75° gave lift-drag ratios 
near 7; in fact, the value of 7-2 obtained with model 6 at M - 3.00 
(fig. 10(a)) is the highest measured in the present investigation. While 
this value is comparatively high, it shou3.d be noted that at this rela- 
tively low Mach number further improvement may possibly be realized 
by employing one of the favorable interference schemes suggested in 
references 2 and 3 * 
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Effect of Fuselage Fineness Ratio 


In reference 1 and the present investigation three models were 
tested, each of which had a conical fuselage of different semi vertex 
angle. Although there were some variations in wing plan form and fuse- 
lage construction, these models can be used to demonstrate some of the 
effects of changes in fuselage fineness ratio. The three models were 
that employing plan form A in reference 1, which had a fuselage semi- 
vertex angle of 5 °, model 5 for which the angle was 5 - 71 °, and model 3 
for which the angle was 7 . 5°. The maximum lift -drag ratios obtained 
with these three models are compared in figure 11 over the range of 
test Mach numbers. The differences in results for the three models are 
less than 15 percent, of which some 5 percent may be due to the differ- 
ences in plan form previously noted. The differences in lift-drag ratio 
are comparatively small if it is noted that the fuselage pressure drag 
of model 3 is approximately three times that of the model employing plan 
form A. In fact , some favorable effect of increasing fuselage semi vertex 
angle was obtained at Mach numbers of 3 . 00 and k.2k since model 5 gave 
higher (L/D) max than the model with plan form A. However, the most 
slender model was the most efficient at Mach numbers of 5-05 and 6.28. 

Effect of Fuselage Profile Shape 


In the present investigation, configurations employing five differ- 
ent fuselage profile shapes were tested. In each case, the fuselage was 
one half of a body of revolution with a fineness ratio of 5* Each wing 
was designed so that the leading edge coincided with the shock wave 
created by the corresponding body of revolution at M = 5-05 and a = 0°. 
The five configurations were model 5 and models 7 through 10. For model 
5 the fuselage was conical. For model 7 the fuselage was formed from a 
tangent ogive. For models 8 and 9 the fuselages were formed from the 
bodies given by (r/r^) = (x/l) n where n = 3 /^ Tor model 8 and n - l/2 
for model 9- For model 10 the fuselage was formed from the body of 
revolution which, according to impact theory (see ref. 6), had minimum 
pressure drag for given length and volume. 

The aerodynamic characteristics of models 8, and 9 are compared 

in figure 12 for the design Mach number of 5-05- Although model 5 with 
a conical fuselage has the highest lift coefficient at a = 0° and the 
highest lift -curve slope, it also has the highest drag and, as a result, 
the lowest maximum lift-drag ratio. The most efficient configuration is 
model 8 with the 3 /^—POwer fuselage. A similar comparison for models 5.? 
7, and 10 is made in figure 13 . The two models with convex fuselages, 
models 7 and 10 , gave essentially the same (L/D) max which was about 
5 percent greater than that of model 5 with conical fuselage. Maximum 
lift -drag ratios obtained with all five models are compared in figure ik 
over the range of test Mach numbers. At all Mach numbers, model 8 with 
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the 3/4- power fuselage gave the highest values of (L/Dlmay Three of 
these values, 7.2 at M = 4.24, 6.6 at M = 5-05. and 5*3 at M = 6.28, 
were the highest measured at these three Mach numbers in the present 
investigation. By comparison, the maximum lift-drag ratios obtained 
with model 8 were from 6 to 15 percent higher than those obtained with 
model 5. 


In a review of the results discussed in the foregoing sections and 
presented in table III and figures 2 through l4, one over -all finding 
becomes clearly evident. There are many flat-top configurations which 
will give lift -drag ratios of 6 or greater at Mach numbers between 3 
and 5 . In the present investigation, for example, some 17 configuration 
variations were tested at Mach numbers of 3-00, 4.24, 5-05? and 6.28. If 
the data for Mach number 6.28 are neglected due to the relatively low 
test Reynolds number, there remain some 51 values of maximum lift -drag 
ratio that were determined. Cf these, 60 percent were greater than 6.0, 
25 percent were greater than 6 . 5 , and 6 percent were greater than 7.0. 

It is indicated, therefore, that the designer has a relatively wide lati- 
tude in selecting an efficient flat-top configuration for a particu l ar 
application. 


To this point, the primary emphasis of the discussion has been on the 
aerodynamic efficiency of the flat-top configurations. It is also inter- 
esting to consider briefly the static longitudinal stability character- 
istics of the test configurations, and this subject is the final topic of 
discussion. 


Static Longitudinal Stability Characteristics 

As indicated by data previously presented, all of the models tested 
displayed linear pitching-moment characteristics within the limited angle- 
of -attack range of the present tests. Neutral points of the flat-top 
configurations were, as found in reference 1, essentially invariant within 
the range of test Mach numbers. Since the models had no horizontal plane 
of symmetry, seme gave finite pitching moments at zero lift. Usually 
these moments were small, particularly in the case of the models with 
conical fuselages and, where the moments did exist, they were usually 
positive. Hie existence of a positive moment at zero lift suggests the 
possibility that the models inherently tend to trim at some positive 
lift coefficient. In this event, the control moment (and associated drag 
penalty) required to trim the configuration at maximum lift -drag ratio 
would be correspondingly reduced. One of the most attractive models in 
this respect is model 9* which had a fuselage formed from a l/2-power 
body of revolution. This model has the largest degree of nose bluntness 
of all test configurations. Aside from the advantage of this bluntness 
from the standpoint of aerodynamic heating (see, e.g., ref. 7) it also 
produced relatively high pressures acting on the lower surface of the 
wing near the nose. In turn, contributed to the positive 
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moment at zero lift. In order to determine the trim conditions the posi- 
tive moment -would give for this model a center-of -gravity location at the 
fuselage center of volume (x/z = 2 / 3 ) was selected. As shown in figure 15, 
the neutral point for the model was between 73 an( l 7^ percent of the body 
length aft of the nose at all test Mach numbers. (This location closely 
approximates the wing center of area at 73*^ percent.) With the center-of - 
gravity location selected, therefore, the static margin was approximately 
6 percent of the body length. With these stability characteristics, the 
model was found to self -trim at lift-drag ratios greater than 6 at Mach 
numbers from 3 to 5 as shown in figure 15 . The pitching-moment data 
obtained at M = 6.28 were not of sufficient quality to permit an accurate 
determination of the trim point, and therefore trim data for M - 6.28 are 
not shown. The results presented in figure 15 do Indicate, however, that 
for this model trim drag penalties may have a relatively small effect on 
maximum lift-drag ratios. 


/ 


Models 7 and 10 will also self -trim at lift -drag ratios of about 6 
at Mach numbers from 3 to 5- For other models, however, self -trimmed 
lift-drag ratios were not so high. With a similar static margin, for 
example, model 8 (with the 3/4-power fuselage) inherently trimmed at 
lift -drag ratios of about 3- For model 5 with a conical fuselage, the 
pitching moment at zero lift was nearly zero and the model did not trim 
at any appreciable lift-drag ratio. It should be emphasized, however, 
that these results are for the basic configurations without any control 
surfaces. It is possible that with the proper control surface, model 8 
(with the 3/4-power fuselage) may prove a more efficient trimmed config- 
uration than model 9 (with the l/2-power fuselage), just as it proved to 
be the more efficient untrimmed configuration. 


CONCLUSIONS 


An experimental study has been made of the effects of several varia- 
tions in configuration geometry on the aerodynamic characteristics of 
flat-top wing-body combinations. These configurations consisted of one 
half of a body of revolution mounted beneath a wing of essentially arrow 
plan form. At the root, the wing leading edge coincided with the nose of 
the fuselage and the trailing edge coincided with the fuselage base. Lift, 
drag (not including base drag), and pitching-moment characteristics were 
obtained at Mach numbers from 3*00 to 6.28 and angles of attack up to 4°. 
The results of this investigation have led to the following conclusions: 

1. Maximum lift -drag ratios increase with increasing wing trailing - 
edge sweep up to the limits of the investigation for which the length of 
the arrow wing was 1.4 fuselage lengths. For the models tested, the 
changes in lift-drag ratio were associated primarily with changes in wing 
area. 
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2. Addition of auxiliary bodies beneath the wing augments the lift 
of a flat-top configuration: however, the drag increase is sufficient to 
reduce lift-drag ratios. 


3 . For a configuration with a conical fuselage of relatively low 
fineness ratio, some increase in maximum lift-drag ratio can be obtained 
by deflecting the wing tips downward as flaps with streamwise hinge lines. 

4. Within the range from 75° to 80°, the effect of wing leading- 
edge sweep on maximum lift -drag ratio depends both on the free -stream 
Mach number and the fuselage shape* Changes in leading-edge sweep have 
the most pronounced effect near the lowest test Mach number of 3 . 00. 


5. For configurations with conical fuselages, some increase in 

maximum lift -drag ratio is obtained by increasing fuselage semi vertex 
angle from 5° 5.71° Mach numbers of 3 and 4.2. At Mach numbers 

of 5 and 6 . 3 * however, the most slender fuselage tested ( 5 ° semi vertex 
angle) gives the highest maximum lift -drag ratio. 

6 . For configurations with fuselages consisting of one-half fineness- 
ratio -5 bodies of revolution, maximum lift-drag ratios are greater when the 
fuselage profiles are convex. Highest maximum lift-drag ratios were 
obtained with a model having fuselage radial ordinates proportional to the 
3/4-power of distance from the model nose. 

7. A flat-top configuration with a relatively blunt fuselage nose 

can be made both stable and self -trimming. For example, one configuration 
tested, for which the fuselage radial ordinates are proportional to the 
l/2-power of distance from the model nose, inherently trims at lift-drag 
ratios greater than 6 with a static margin of 6- percent body length at 
Mach numbers from 3 5* 


Ames Aeronautical Laboratory 

National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics 
Moffevt Field, Calif., Sept. 11, 1956 
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(b) Wing lateral ordinates, y 
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TABLE III.- AERODYNAMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF TEST MODELS - Continued 


(d) Model 3, = o° 
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TABLE III. - AERODYNAMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF TEST MODELS - Continued 


(g) Model 3, 6, . I.5 0 






-0.0200 

0.0245 

5.05 

2.16 
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TABLE III.- AERODYNAMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF TEST MODELS - Continued 


(J) Model 3, r = -5° 
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(k) Model 4 
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(1 ) Model 5 

























































































Figure 1.- Continued. 





Figure 1.- Concluded. 
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Figure 2.- Concluded 
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Figure 3.- Effect of trailing-edge sweep on maximum lift-drag ratios. 
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Figure 4.- Effect of the addition of auxiliary bodies on the aerodynamic characteristics of flat- 

top wing-body combinations at M = 5*05* 
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Mach number, M 

Figure 5 .- Effect of the addition of auxiliary bodies on maximum lift-drag ratios. 
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Figure 6.- Effect of tip-flap deflection on the aerodynamic characteristics of flat-top wing-body 

combinations at M = 5-05* 
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Figure 7.- Effect of tip-flap deflection on maximum lift-drag ratios (Model 3). 
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combinations at M = 5.05. 
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Mach number, M 

(a) Fuselage semivertex angle, 8 C * 5.71° 

Figure 10.- Effect of leading-edge sweep on maximum lift-drag ratios. 







Figure 11.- Effect of fuselage fineness ratio on maximum lift-drag rati 















at M = 5*05 (Models 5> 1 > and 10). 









Figure l4.- Effect of fuselage shape on maximum lift-drag ratios. 
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Figure 15- - Self -trimming characteristics of flat-top configuration with l/2-power fuselage 

(Model 9 )* 







